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REMARKS 

Claims 22-49 are pending. By this Amendment, claims 22-26, 29-33, 36-40, 43, 44, 46 
and 47 are amended. No new matter is added. 

Claims 22-26, 29-33, 36-40, 43, 44, 46 and 47 are amended to improve form. Support for 
the claims is found in the disclosure as originally filed. 

It is respectfully submitted that entry of the amendments is proper as the amendments 
would place the application in condition for allowance or at least present the claims in better 
form for appeal. Further, the amendments do not raise new issues, and do not require more than 
nominal consideration by the Examiner. 

For the following reasons, reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Claim objections 

Claims 22, 29, 36 and 43 are objected to. To expedite prosecution, claims 22, 29, 36 and 
43 are amended. Withdrawal of the objection is respectfully requested. 

Claim rejection - 35 U.S. C. § 101 

Claims 22-28 and 36-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Claims 22 and 36 are 

amended to obviate the rejection and to expedite prosecution. Withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

Claim rejection - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 22-24 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over Tozaki et al., (U.S. Patent 

No. 7,393,081), in view of Weijenbergh et al., (U.S. Patent No. 7,248,555). 
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Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over Tozaki, in view of 
Weijenbergh, and further in view of Mishima et al., (U.S. Patent No. 7,343,083). 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 over Tozaki, in view of Weijenbergh, and 
further in view of Kojima (U.S. Patent No. 5,953,484). 

Additionally, claims 29-35 are rejected on the same grounds as claims 22-28, claims 36- 
42 are rejected on the same grounds as claims 22-28, and claims 43-49 are rejected on the same 
grounds as claims 36-42. The rejections are respectfully traversed. 

It is respectfully submitted that Tozaki and Weijenbergh, either individually or in 
combination, fail to disclose or suggest a method of recording data on a recording medium, the 
method comprising: (a) recording a control information on a lead-in area of the recording 
medium, the control information including a playback speed information and a maximum 
transfer rate information specifying a maximum transfer rate needed by an application, wherein 
the maximum transfer rate information is represented by a bit rate, the playback speed 
information is distinguished from the maximum transfer rate information, a playback speed by 
the playback speed information is for suitably reproducing a main data, and the playback speed 
information is recorded in one byte long field and is represented by a multiplication of a basic 
speed information; and (b) recording main data in a main data area of the recording medium, as 
recited in claim 22. 

Also, is respectfully submitted that Tozaki and Weijenbergh, either individually or in 
combination, fail to disclose or suggest each and every feature of claims 29, 36 and 43, which 
recite similar features of varying scope. 
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In addition to the deficiency of Tozaki that is acknowledged by the Examiner in the 
Office Action, it is submitted that Tozaki is additionally deficient for the following reasons. 

Specifically, the Examiner alleges that in Tozaki, "the physical format information (202) 
also includes one byte information (212) indicating the disk size and the lowest reading rate, 
wherein, the lowest reading rate is able to be set to either one of the maximum value of the 
reading rate and a reading rate equal to the maximum value multiplied by l/2n, which reads on" 
the feature of the "playback speed information that is represented by one byte, information and is 
represented by a multiplication of a basic speed, not by a bit rate". 

However, the disclosed "reading rate" of Tozaki represents the velocity for reading data 
from the disc, but, the recited "playback speed" of claim 22 represents the velocity for 
reproducing the disc. Therefore, the object of Tozaki is different from the object of recited 
feature of the present invention. 

Weijenbergh fails to remedy not only the additional deficiency of Tozaki, but fails to 
remedy even the acknowledged deficiency of Tozaki, because Weijenbergh discloses a 
"maximum transfer rate" that is 4 bits. Moreover, both the "maximum transfer rate" and the disc 
size of Weijenbergh are represented together as one byte in an identical field (byte number 1 in 
figure 7 of Weijenbergh, see also page 14, line 8 of Weijenbergh). 

In contrast, the recited "playback speed", as recited in claim 22 is itself 1 byte, and 
further, the "playback speed information" and the "disc size" exist as different fields in the 
present invention. (Refer to the following table that compares the invention to Weijenbergh) 
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Thus, based on all of the above, Weijenbergh fails to remedy the deficiencies of Tozaki. 

Accordingly, Tozaki and Weijenberg, either individually or in combination, fail to 
disclose or suggest each and every feature of claim 22, and Tozaki and Weijenberg, either 
individually or in combination, fail to disclose or suggest each and every feature of claims 29, 36 
and 43 reciting similar features of varying scope. Based on all of the above, claims 22, 29, 36 
and 43 are patentably distinguishable over the applied references and their combination. 

Further, it is respectfully submitted the additional rejections noted in the Office Action 
have also been overcome as the claims rejected therein are dependent claims and additionally 
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applied references also do not teach or suggest the features recited in the corresponding 
independent claims. 



CONCLUSION 

In view of the above amendment and/or remarks, applicant believes the pending 
application is in condition for allowance. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Seth S. Kim, Reg. No. 54,577, at 
the telephone number of the undersigned below, to conduct an interview in an effort to expedite 
prosecution in connection with the present application. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any additional 
fees required under 37.C.F.R. §§1.16 or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 



Dated: March 1, 2010 Respectfully submitted, 

B y ^^fifabu^ 

Esther H. Chong 
Registration No.: 40,953 
BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
8110 Gatehouse Road 
Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
Attorney for Applicant 
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